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for some new purchasers". To other proposals, which
included the abolition of ' permission trade' and the com-
pulsory export of native commodities1, the answer was
returned : " It was never thought or found political to put
trade in such strait-laced bodice which, instead of making
it grow upright and prosper, will either kill it or force it to
grow awry ".
At this juncture (1693) a dramatic turn was given to Creation oj
events. The Company was a day late in the payment of aEastindia
tax imposed on joint-stock companies2, and in virtue of & Company.
clause in the Act it forfeited its charter. The interlopers,
supported by the Levant merchants and clothiers whose
trade in the Mediterranean was interrupted by the war with
France, at once sought permission to send out an expedition
to India, undertaking to export £100,000 in native com-
modities 3. Eventually the Company's charter was restored
in the same year4; but it was now forced to accept the
conditions laid down by the Privy Council, including the
obligation to enlarge its capital, pay dividends in money,
and export £100,000 worth of native commodities5. The
interlopers, however, continued to press their demand for a
new company to make the trade ' more national and dif-
fusive '; and the House of Commons alternately resolved
that all subjects have an equal right to trade to the East
Indies, and that the best way of carrying on the trade was
by a joint stock ' exclusive to all others 'ft. Matters came
to a head in 1698. The foundation of the Bank of England
had set a precedent for proposals to accord special privileges
to those who lent their money to the State for the prosecu-
1 Supra, pp. 286, 304.
*	The secretary left the payment to the last day, March 25th.   This
was a holiday and the Exchequer was shut: House of Commons Journals,
xiii. 132.
8 The Government's difficulties are described in a letter of Sir John
Somers to the King :  State Papers Domestic, 1693, PP- 323~324-
*	A rumour spread that the Dutch hoped to profit by the ruin of the
Company and destroy the English trade in India before another company
was set up.   This may have induced the King to avoid the appearance of
taking an undue advantage:   ibid. 1694-1695, p. 273.    See also ibid.
1693, p. 108.
5 Bruce, Annals of the East India Company, iii, 134-135 ; House of Lords
MSS. 1695-1697, p. 31.
*	House of Commons Journals, xi. 22, 65, 439, 542.

